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ABSTRACT ~

_ The present study contalns an analys1s of dlfferentlal

- recidivism rates-for individuals released from. Massachusetts

" Correctional Institutions during the year 1974, Incornorated
in the analysis is a. series of comparisons. between the’ flndlngS'

5 of the 1974 releases and previous findings from the analysis

of. releasee populatlons in the: years 1966, 1971, 1972 and
3 1973. o .

, Our analy31s revealed that many of the ba51c trends lsolated _1;”"'
- in previous- rec1d1v1sm sutdies- by : the. Department of Correctlon_.,_.'-
~.continue to occur. - For: example, it is clear that in recent '

- years rates of recidivism have dropped for releases from '
_-Massachusetts State Correctlonal Instltutlons.“ For releases: 1n :
~‘the year 1966, the mean rate of- recidivism was 30%; for 1971,

- it was. 25%; for 1972, 22%; for 1973, 19%; and for 1974, 19%.

.8ince the rates. for 1973 and 1974 .are the same, ev1dence of a
*poss;ble levellng off of the downward trend ex1sts.d e _

A second major flndlng of our analy31s was that strong

. evidence exists which demonstrates that. Furlough Program partl-

~cipation: is an- important variable in accountlng for the

- reduction in reC1d1v1sm that has occurred in Massachusetts

over the past few years. For individuals. who have received _
';furloughs prior to release from prison, a. 51gn1f1cantly lower -

. rate of recidivism-occurs. Our ana1y51s indicated that this
_3'Treductlon in recidivism is due to the impact of the Furlough
- Program and not to the types of inmates who were selected for

* furloughs. This flndlng also occurred . 1n the analy51s of the
releasee. cohort for the year 1973._ T

= A third. major flndlng was that the security level of the.
-lnstltutlon from which an individual is released has a bearing -

3_,on the chances that the individual will recidivate. Individuals

released from minimum securlty institutions and pre- -release .
. .centers have a- s1gn1flcantly lower probability of recidivating
. than do individuals: released dlrectly from maximum and medium -
security institutions. Ind1v;duals released dlrectly from '




: _-‘b?'- _

maximum security institutions. have the highest probability -
of recidivating. Again, our analysis revealed that this
recidivism differential held even after we controlled for
selection factors. o : T R

A fourth major finding, documented in research studies

on prior releasee populations, was that a shift has occurred
concerning the proportion of recidivists in the wvarious
categories of return. Specifically, a lower proportion of o
" recidivists are being returned for a technical violation of
 parole conditions.  Instead, the category of return is more
likely to be for reason of a new arrest or for receiving T
a new commitment from the courts. We attribute the decrease - '
_ in the number. of parole revocations for reason of a technical
infraction of parole rules to the implementation: of the :
Morrissey Vg. Brewer decision. This trend must be taken into
~account as. . also having an impact on. the rates of recidivism -
for recent years. . - . - L ST B C

S AnalysiS'cOncludes'that-the_drop in rates of recidivism
that has recently occurred for releasees from Massachusetts

,Correctional_InstitutionSZis‘&ttributable in the interactive
effects of three events. These evenits axe: (1) the introduction

'~ of the Furlough Program; (2) the introduction of graduated.

' release programs (pre-release centers, half-way houses, work
‘release programs, and-edudation—release-programs);-and (3) the
implementation of the Morrissey Vs. Brewer decision “in the
parole revocation process. o ' s N
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* INTRODUCTION -

j'n}fWith]the:passage_offthe'Correctional Reform Act of 1972, - ..
'~a‘widejvariety'of'programmaticﬂchangesJwere'introduCed~to the
Massachusetts Department of Correction. The Act allowed -for =
the creation'ofjpre—releaSe’centers,'halfway-hOusesrand;afhome
furlough program.- In_addition,-it.provided,forjthe_expansion.:.I
‘of work and education release=programs;_'Coordinatedeith:the
introduction of the various ‘reintegration programs was an. ex-

- ..ations ‘for eagh_of,the.individualjcomponentsﬁwithin,the“network;;‘f
- The purposes,ofgthe;researqhgevaluations were ‘twofold: first,
‘research evaluations were designed to provide operational . -

'T:'feedback3for”program‘administratorsr;se'ondly,*:esearch'evalﬁa- :

o _tipns*wereﬁdeSigned”to méasure-theTrehabilltative-éffegtiveness
- " of the programs as correctional devices.: SR T R S

e -Aé“ﬁattlof}this'¢0ntihﬁingfeffoft-offrésearéhgevaluation;_
._.the-Researcthnit'of*the*MassachusettsEDepartment-of»Correction

1£_firstﬁstudyﬁproducedﬁdealt.With~releaseswfrom;MaSSachusettss . ,
“vCorrectional“Institutiohs:duringfthé'year:l971:1.'That;studnyas_
‘meant to serve as a base.comparison'for_subséquent_studies in '
that the releasee population left the: system just prior to the
_-implementationiof,thefCo;rectionaliReform'Aptfand_;husjprior-tb:.;
“the intrOductionfofithegvariousLcommunity—basedncorrectiOnal R
' programs. - Subsequent recidivism_Studiesfwere:produced for .
‘releases in;the:yéars;1972_and*1973;2“These latter studies con--
' tained populations that had to varying degrees participated in -
- programs created by the Correctional Reform Act of 1972, - In . = -
addition, a ‘series of recidivism studies-have=been”groduCed on -
individual pre-release centers and half-way houses. e

tensive effort to develop;and,carry-Out'careful=research.evalu— B e

has been producing. a series of studies of recidivism rates. The =




Several striking'findings emerged from these studies that
we believe have wide range theoretical and, more importantly,
administrative policy implications: L .

. Pirst, it is clear that a consistent reduction in recidi-
vistic behavior is occurring in Massachusetts. For releases
in the year 1966, the mean rate of recidivism was 30%; for 1971,
- it was 25%; for 1972, 22%; and for 1973, 19%. This trend, how-
ever, is not peculiar to the state of Massachusetts.  For example,
 Martinson and Wilks {(October, 1976) have recently presented - . .
eviderice that the same trend is occurring nationally. - = .

‘Secondly, the studies have revealed that participation in
~ the furlough program seemed to be the most important variable.
- in accounting for the reduction of recidivism rates that has
occurred in Massachusetts. When the selection factor was con-
trolled for, the relationship held as strong.. . . o '
Thirdly, the studies found that participation in pre-release
. programs prior to reintroduction to community life, led to the
lowest rate of recidivism. This was true even when selection
factors were held constant. R S

“Fourthly, related to the finding discussed above, analyses
revealed that individuals released from prison directly from
medium or minimum security institutions (which includes pre-= -

. release centers) had significantly lower rates of recidivism
."than did those individuals released directly from a maximum
security institution. This finding, also documented in previous
Departmental recidivism studies, suggests a reintegrative or
rehabilitative guality in the movement from maximum to medium
_to minimum security levels, as opposed to an abrupt release :
directly from a maximum security institution.

The abo#e_findihgs provided sﬁpport for the'recently en-

-j acted community-based correctional network of programs in
. Massachusetts: Pre-Release Centers, Halfway Houses, Work and

. Bducation Release Programs, Co-educational Institutions, and -
. most importantly, the Furlough Program. - : ;




In order to study further the trends c1ted above, the

Vw“h,Research Unit of the Massachusetts Department of Correctlon
. recently- collected data describing the ‘background character—
'~ istics and the’ rec1d1V1sm rates for all’ individuals released '
- from Massachusetts Correctional. Instltutlons in the year 1974.
- These. statistics. are available for ‘releasees from Massachusetts
- :.Correctional’ Instltutlons (MCI's) Walpole and Concord {maximum.
... security institutions) ;. MCI Norfolk . (medium. security- 1nst1tutlon),"f
" and Forestry Camps and- Pre-Release’ Centers (mlnlmum securlty 7
;-E;lnstltutlons).z'ln addltlon, statlstlcs ‘are ‘available on MCI:
- “Pramingham--the- Department s co~educational 1nst1tutlon., MCI—A-_

o Framingham: functlons as a: max1mum, medlum and mlnlmum securlty
'7.'3_nst1tutlon, o L SRR DR S .

: The present paper prov1des a narratlve overview: cf some__°-
. ‘of the more striking prellmlnary findings: that ‘have thus far:
~emerged from the data analysis. Throughout “the discussion” of

-ffvflndlngs, comparlsons ‘will be*made. between the 21974 materlal
--and the recidivism materlal of previous: years. .. Therefore, "

“'the patterns uncovered; in previous. studies of recidivism rates

" will be explored in the present: ‘analysis ‘in an effort to deter-

-melne whether or. not trends 1n1t1ally 1dent1f1ed contlnue over’
i-tlme.,- : T o , S : S
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RESEARCH DESIGN

. pefinition of Recidivism:

A recidivist was.definéd as any subject who was - returned’
‘to a Federal or State correctional_institution1or_to a County '
“House of Correction or Jail for 30 days or more.

Follbw-up Period: .

o The follow-up peiiod¢was one year from the date of the
- subjects' release to. the community. DR, s

- yariables cOllected:p"”

- For the analyses that follow in this report, five categories
of variables were collected: Commitment Variables, Personal
Background Characteristics Variables, Criminal History Variables,
Furlough Variables, and,RecidivismgVa:iabless.'AVspecific listing
of variables is given in Appendix I. . o .

. Data was primarily derived from the computerized data base
.- developed by the Correction and Parole Management Information
System. - Additional data was collected from the files of the
- Department of Correction, the parole Board, and the Board of
- Probation. ~All data was analyzéd-qn-the{Massachusetts”State_-*
College Computer Network. : SRR ' o : : :
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- § total of 911 1nd1v1duals were released to the street

- from” Massachusetts -State - Correctlonal Instltutlons in- the'_*'**~
o year 1974.- of the 911 individuals so. released, 740 181%);
‘ﬂ;Were'not ‘returned ‘to. & correctlonal 1nst1tut10n within one
- year ‘of of their release. The remalnlng 171 1nd1v1&uals (19%)

- were relncarcerated for at least 30 days within -one year of .
. Fheir release. Thus,: the’ overall rate of- rec1d1v1sm, w1th
~ a one year follow—up perlod, was 19% :

R Rec1d1v15m Rates for 1ndlv1dua1 1nst1tutlons ranged L

,;.from a high of 27% for MCI-Concord to a low of 7% ‘for the =
-~ combined ‘Forestry Camp’ populatlons.g A breakdown ‘of the -
V'below in Table I. -

o,

TABLE I--L:F:~

RECIDIVISM RATE BY RELEASING INSTITUTIONS, 1974

'NUMBER OF 'w-'?" i -“.fa;:.' RECIDI-.ﬂf

'7fWa@de':mf' "f7d35f°'szT ,{1wf,¢f¢7“ifﬁﬁ€l
Norfolk f'*;*:L': ,u=h130.f s

' TtrFram;ngham-— ‘Men . }'19j13.;;;hff1-._(f32):-3;tf-ij '_-_16%[,f'
'Z'Framlngham - Womenh ;tﬂ56'f_' o _'_K:tﬁjh”?-:-'.. o11s

'a;Pre—Release ih_; 226 ha- j S 25) 5--.';.3'-_l2%

Forestry Camps e o Lm 78

”;TotaLt_-;_f7.*i 011 O aooy 18

- ‘Recidivism Rates for 1nd1v1&ual 1nst1tutlons is summarlzed S '

'“*5INSTITUTION¢; ;;,__RELEASEES s j PERCENT o uEsM RATEfj;?"




In terms of spe01f1c pre-release centers, considerable - -
variation occurs when a comparison between centers is made._e
" This trend is. presented below in Table: III _

. PABLE III

RECIDIVISM RATES OF INDIVIDUAL PRE-RELEASE CENTERS

" NUMBEROF . °  RECIDIVISM
' RELEASES - PERCENT  __RATE

-Shirley Pfe-Releasefe o 73" 7 32y 21y

-Boston State Pre— _ _ P 3 - _
' Release = = 15 - 33y 7%

e'Roxbury Communi ty’

Rehabilitation . =~ .~ - -~ . . L

_ Center B L2 0 2y - 11%

: -Charlotte House 1_-_‘:_1_- 14  47¢i._3s  ( ]6) o 14%
Coolldge House o “'f'ﬂ315'1;_ﬁ:_'f-fi(_ 7). 'e" 6%
:'Bxpoke House o _Iff:r,iSja.- _; _?i‘( 8) . 1ls

Temperary Housing'i';f' ' 3  'e.' 1) R 0%

 TOTAL PRE-RELEASE - = 226 ~  (lo0) 128

Prlor research has demonstrated that the variation in
recidivism rates among: individual pre-release centers is a

o functlon of ‘the risk potential of the population that partlcular

center draws upon. All pre-release centers had lower actual
- recidivism rates than their expected recxdlv1sm. (See footnote -
,#3 for a llstlng of these studles)., '




YEAR

1971

1974

1966

-1972;f
1973 -

© uhen the overall recidivism rate for the releases in the
;o year l974?is:compared-withthewrates]ofqprgyious]yearst“one?ﬁ_{_;4+i-
-finds"thatfthe”ratesfarejposSibly’beginning”to-stabiliZe.in*i' '

the years 1973 and 1974. 'When;consideringﬁindividual;insti-_

”_tutions,'however;'variations*chtinuetooccur_gachgyear,~
_fSpecifically,_three major institutional fluctuations have
" occurred between the recidivism rates in 1973 and 1974.

" Pirst, the recidivism rateffor]MCIeNorfolkfincreasedfin;the  f
-:'gyear,1974y]hsecqnd1y;_the'recidivismvrates-for Forestry .
“*-Camps«dropped'inﬁJQTA.ffThirdly,ath_wreciﬁivism;rate;for;“n"

”f;MCIeFramingham:dropped.in11974, chwever;?nonéjoffthefrate;V;:g;fff o
”ffluctu@tionngasfsstatistiCally_Significant,ffpi T e

A summary of'éheLcoﬁpatati?e régidivisﬁ=rétes;for_the “
years”1966-tﬁrough11974gis-presented below in Table II. -

. TABLE IT - B

'f_Z_COMPARAmlvt’RECIDiVISM-RATESrFoR YEARs7i§66;1974{;”}1 ¢79*

| coicom  muposs tomox rmwmm It SR
3'36%}'-ﬁ77f33%';ﬁ'ff??8% f?;Vf-_”32% :--_:~" '5;;7jf f~ f:f27§ff_a:
26% f_ '21%:.; f ,14%.[1'ffi.i7§ '“_I'f{7 12%* “~f_i-ii14?  ' |

278 228 198 1 2% B EONE

1
19



Specific Categoxry of Recidivism for Releases in the Year 1974:

It is important to examine the specific categories of
‘return to prison covered under the term recidivism. - For’
. example, it is noteworthy that 40 individuals or 23% of the
 total 171 recidivists in the sample were re-incarcerated for
reason of a technical infraction of their parole conditions.
They did not have a new arrest associated with their parole
violation. Eighty-five individuals, or 49% of the totall7l
recidivists, were re-incarcerated because a new arrest was
associated with their parole violation, although at the time
of their re-incarceration they may not have been tried for
" this new arrest. Forty-seven of the 171 recidivists (27%) -
were re-incarcerated as a result of a new conviction; i.e..
received a new sentence from the court. These figures are o
summarized in Table IV below: R DT :
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. were less apt to be returned for reason of a technical vi

When we compare the data on the basic categories of return -
with patterns found in previous years, the results are similar
to the material for 1972 and 1973 releases. In the 1972 re= -~
Jeasee cohort, research revealed that a considerable shift had
occurred among the various categories of return. For example,
it was discovered that: - SRR : B

(1) A lower proportion of returns for reason of a
_technical violation of their parole conditions
. occurred for the 1972 cohort. Whereas 22% of
. the recidivists in the 1972 realeasee cohort were
returned for reason of a techriical violation of
‘parole, 43% of the 1971 releasee cohort were
“returned for this reason. S . ,

(2) A higher proportion of returns for reason of a new
arrest associated with their parole revocation -
occurred for the 1972 releasee cohort. ‘Whereas 55%
of the recidivists in the 1972 releasee cohort were
returned for reason of a new arrest associated with

~their parole revocation; 47% of the 1971 releasee
cohort were returned for this reason. o

~(3) A higher proportion of returns for reason of
- reéeceliving a new commitment from the courts
- ocecurred for the 1972 releasee cohort. Whereas
23% of the recidivists in the 1972 releasee cohort
. were returned on a new commitment from the courts,
.10% of the 1971 releasee cohort were returned for
this reason. . : . : S

_ '7in_summary,=fesearch_6n'thej19725releasee'dohort revealed
 that a change in type of return had occurred over patterns
documented in prior~years.f'Individuals.returned to prison

‘of their parole. Instead, the reason of ‘return was more apt
to be for a new arrest or for a new court commitment. :

: . Research on. the 1973 releasee cohort further substantiated
. this pattern and therefore pointed . to a possible stabilizatiecn
of this. trend. Research on the 1974 releasee cohort also con-
tained similar results. = These findings are summarized in Table
-V below: o e _ A -

1ation:g 
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L BREAKDOWN OF RECIDIVISM BY CATEGORY OF REWURN FOR
T YEARS 1966 1971 1972 1973 AND L9Th

1966*" b _‘-'--:.197_1 1972”” 2 ""'._,'197.3: R T I
¥ ¢ &  ®E o ¥E . T

:ﬁon—Recidifists:, __; ShB;( T0j f '3_835:( 75):fQ_12Oh { 78) '!ZEI80:(:8i)._5 -739-( 81) -"}' 

'Rec1d1v1sts

Parole owstien,  93(10) . LE(W) w5 (D WM

Technlcal ERRVRA _ e e o _ e .
Parole Violation, 96 (11)  128°(12) - 190.(12) 85 9) = & 9
fNew“Arrest."” o L e T R R e e e T

New Comsitments 61 ( 9)  26( 2 B (5 (W M5

somn 918 (100) 1107 (100) 1550 (100) 966 (100) 11 (100)

-
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The implication of the above finding is that fewer in-
dividuals who have been paroled from adult state correctional.
institutions in Massachusetts are being returned to prison for
the single reason of a technical violation of parocle rules.
Instead, for the releases in the year 1972, 1373 and 1974,
when a parole is revoked, it is more apt to be for reason of
a new arrest. o _ ' - S

‘A possible explanation for this occurrence is that the
effects of the Morrissey vs. Brewer decision are now being:
felt in Massachusetts. In June of 1972, the .United States
Supreme Court handed down the Morrissey vs. Brewer decision
which required that certain changes be made in the parole
‘revocation process. -Specifically, the decision meant that
- two parole revocation hearings had to be held before a final -
revocation action could be taken. The purpose of the first
hearing was to detérmine whether there was probable cause
to remove the parolee from the street; the purpose of the
second hearing was to determine whether there was justifi- -
cation to revoke his parole. N P

. The decision took effect in the state of Massachusetts
‘on October 16, 1972. 'Since the 1972 releases were followed
-in the community for one full year, all parolees in the sample
were on parole status for at least a portion of time subsequent -
to the new policy. taking effect. 'Such is also the case for '
1973 and 1974. It would therefore be safe to assume that the
. decrease in the number of revokes for reason of a. technical
“infraction of parole rules may be interwoven with the effects
of the application of Morrissey vs. Brewer decision in - '
Massachusetts. -As due process was appiied to the parole re-
vocation process, it is possible that many of . the less serious
_technical violation infractions no longer led to a full re-
vocation and return. ' . . g o o




Comlael

- Recidivism Rates By Committing Institutions o 0 B

In the Massachusetts Criminal Juétice System,.thé'courts:

".__méke direct'commitments;to«three_institutiqns. Women are

. MCcI-Concord

committed.tb*MCI-Framingham,rand,men.are"committed}to"either:j

MCI-Concord;ftheEjudgerdoes_not,fixdafspecific;term;a:Theﬂ,;ax

‘or MCI-Walpole. In;the:caseloi_men1sentenced to

“individual is sentenced to*theiauthqrity*of;the"sgperintepdéntjﬁ;_gm

. without a minimum sentehbe:and-the;maXimum?sentenCe;isﬁ‘

'established;byfStatute, TTraditiona1ly} COncord‘sentences7are;f;{ﬂ_gj
.for'individualewithf1ess~length;crimina1 histhies"and,;,;inhigj]-

ztherefore,“tend:tc.be;yqunger.pﬁfenders;g;In“the~ca5eﬁpfﬁmen

sentenced to McIfWalpole,sthe.judgeﬁmust_fiijdthra;minimum--,'ﬁf L

. 'and a maximum term: }’(exce'.p_t_-.-f_or;_li'fefse'nten_ce_s -and -sentences . [ - .
__-for_habitualioffenderS):‘ The'minimum-mustlnot}beyior,less_;__ L
- -than twq,and_a;half-years;ntheamaximpmgnbt_more-than-that3'f;F.m

. established by statute. oo LT

Men areant'COmmitiéd direétlbif;the_COﬁxtﬁto:MCIéNdrfolk;,f:?

Forestry Camps;'MCI—Framingham”or;Pre—ReleaSe_Centers;V“Instead,7:-

they are received only-on transfer after having_beenJQarefully3
_'_screened,as‘bothaeligiblefand suitable‘for{ajmedium'and/orﬁ;f

... - 'In view of these distinctiCns,‘the_1974Lreleaseeﬂsample L

- was analyzed in terms Of;the'institution'to]whichfeach-sample :
.membexr was originally-committed. - Of the 911 releases in 1974,
70 (8%) individuals had been originally committed to MCI-
Framingham and,had'a-recidivism1rate of 1lg%; 506 (56%) had

“been originally committed to MCI-Concord and had a recidivism

~ rate of 23%; and 335 (37%) had been originally committed to MCI-

: _ Wa1poleiand~had3a recidivism rate of 15%. These results are . -
. summarized in:Table VI below: .~ S N




o =14=

o . mABLE VI
| RECIDIVISM BATE BY COMMITTING INSTITUTION |
 PERCENT ~  RECIDIVISM RATE

INSTITUTION =~ . NUMBER:

 MCI-Framingham 70 . (8 L 1w
-MCI—Concofd_ g fsos_ﬁ__f'f;[_: X 56) "-__ L 23%

': MCI-Walpole 'L-_ .7 335_' ?ff - '-,”ﬁ37),” ',',r;.  '””_.15%_
o TOTAL;;Z'; ' 'f'9;1 ;'.;:fff:' _(1¢0):,_‘f;;;[_¥T 5f; 19%

~ From the results presented in Table VI, two patterns should -
be pointed out: first, it is noteworthy that more than half
(56%) . of the total releasee population had been originally
_sentencedfto”MCI-Concord;_and:secbndly, that the MCI-Concord:
commitments,hadfthe.higher-recidivism.rates., o '




" pifferential Recidivism Rates for Committing Institutions by

:-'i institution'of'Release;‘

L "':'As pa?ﬁ'bf.anfevaluation’offratésﬂof recidivish;fo:,reél,"
'ﬂleases;frOmnMassaChusetts'CorrectionalaInstitutionS:ln'1971#'5

"' report was issued in May of 1975 which documented an: inter-

:”-esting;trendVbonCerning{Walpdleqchmitments;[;it‘wasfreported '

.. that when the 1971 releasee population was analyzed.in terms .
'~fbf'thelsampleﬁmembersf“originalvcommitmentginstitution_cross:

“”Vtabulated-by'his-inStitution”ofﬁrelease:”a=PartiCU1aI}Patt€rnrM .

. existed for Walpole commitments. “specifically, ‘analysis.

" revealed that for individuals originally'committed*tO'MCI—
‘Walpole, differential rates of recidivism occurred in accordance

‘with the particular institution from which they were released.

"_Walpole commitments-whofwerertransferred-to-and subseqguently:

v_releasedsfromiother:Massachusetts,Correctional_Institutionsm
+“had significantly iower rates of recidivism than those who.. ..
. -remained at MCI-Walpole,(or.those#who~Were,transferrEd~from;-~
3;MCIfWalpole]but;whoiwereasubsequentlyfreturned'andiraleased_---
from MCI-Walpole}. = i At R

_ _f The authdr'df_the_reportfhypbthesizéd'thatfthé_aiffﬁﬁeﬁtial
. 'rates -of recidivismffor;the€MCI+Walpole;pommitmentsfby institu-

_ tion of release might be accounted for by,either*of?tWo[éXplana-._ -

tions: (1) low reCidiﬁiStgrisks'mhy;haveﬁbeenL591e¢tédfor}t?anSf ER
fer to theJlowervcuStodyHinstitﬁtions;'or,(2)fthere~is"a}”*’” S

‘reintegrative or rehabilitative,qualitykinﬂthe_movementjfrom'_5_

maximum-to medium and to minimum security levels: as opposed to

. an abrupt"releaseﬁdirectly.frcm'aTmaXimumasecurity'institutionl
.to the street. . - Lo R [ e

~ In order to test the above hypotheses, the Massachusetts
‘Department of Correction's Research Unit conducted a separate

. study that attempted_tO-determineQifﬁeitherij the'tWo'explanatioﬁs:_

. was, in fact, correct. ‘In this;study, BaseaEXPeCtancy_Tables -
- were developed and_applied'to the portion of the MCI-Walpole
- commitments in the sample that were transferred to and released

- from MCI's Norfolk, and Forestry Camps to determine whether or

”_not.lower_recidivist_risksggroups*were selected disproportionately.

x Afterycarryingjout'the.study,'the_author.concluded that -
. evidence supports the hypothesis that there is a reintegrative
=;or~rehabilitativerquality'in-the movement from maximum to
medium and to minimum security levels as opposed*to;aﬂ:abrupt

. release directly from a maximum security institution.




- These findings were further substantiated by the data
~ for the releases in the years 1972 and 1973. Though analysis
_of the 1974 data generally supported- these previous research
- findings, one important change-waSNdiscoveredi SpEcifically.“
Walpole commitments released from medium security institutions
no longer had lower rates of recidivism'than;those released

. from maximum security.

. - 7This finding is partially explained by a recent pattern
of greater movement from medium security to minimum security _
prior to final release. Whereas in previous years approximately
. 40% of the Walpole commitments were released from medium - S
 security institutions and 24% were released from minimum . - .
security institutions; in the year 1974, only 21% of the Walpole
commitments were released from medium security institutions
and 39% were released from minimum security institutions. 7
. The selection procedures moved a greater number of individuals
" into minimum security status (including pre-release centers)
~without increasing the overall-recidivism rates of the total
' releasee population. = . o ' : : :

.~ The data, however, strongly supports the hypothesis that
for Walpole commitments the lower the security status of the
- releasing institution the lower the recidivism rate will be.

The data further reveals that by increasing the number of
.'individuals_released:from minimum security, including pre-
'-releaseucenters,~n0'increase;in,rates of recidivism occurred.
.  The'data:supporting these-findings as presented below in




RECIDIVISM RATE OF WALPOLE COMMITMENTS By.?*'ﬁfi““

TR |

TABLE VII

~ INSTITUTION OF RELEASE, 1974 ;;;,_0”":*’*

. INSTITUTION

"'MCI—Wélpole .

",MCIANorfclk j}i;ﬂi_ngﬁ

'ZMCI Concord

'“ﬂ“Forestry Camps §;}"
"::Fram;ngham.men‘;ff
 Pre-Release’

romp

Sgﬂgﬁgﬁ*:ile *fPERcENT]il

129  (:39)1-

'“ ”5:;;5{?:ﬁﬂ f ;;{i;:: x 1) ;'fxbsj;:.'%

"' 57335f";7T;fljfff:(100)-f_ IR

o zlr;'}  *f_.1

':ﬁj  36 %;:¢]ff }} ( 26)fu';hw _

RECIDIVISM RATT

| 20%5'
Ca0e
i
. ' 0%  ;2 :,
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_ A breakdown of MCI-Concord commitments. by institution
of release is presented in Table VIII below. Again, one
can see that in general the higher the security level of
the institution of release the higher is the rate of re-
cidivism. Conversely, the lower the security level of the
institution of release the lower the rate of recidivism.
This point is illustrated by the following security level
categories:s . ' R ' _ : _ '

| o . NUMBER =~ RECIDIVISM RATE
. Concord Commitments o a S
" Released from Maximum .. S _ _
. Security Institutioms .~ 284 . . - 28%
Concord Commitments |
released from Medium - = S S P S
Security Institutions ~ . -~ 5% . - . - - 15%.
 Concord Commitments |
released from Minimum - o _
. Security Institutions .~ =~ 37 _ o 16%
" Concord Commitments | |
released from pre- _ : - : , _ _
- release centers o e 12600 e 15%

S 'ggThe-specific.institﬂtions\and~theirfrecidivism ratés
- are presented below in Table VIIIL. AR :

-




TABLE VIII

RECIDIVISM RATES OF CONCORD COMMITMENTS
o BY INSTITUTION OF RELEASE, 1974 COHORT

. RELEASING . NUMBER OF = . .?'”:; RECIDIVISM{-f-[ |

. INSTITUTION ' RELEASEES .. . PERCENT - . . ~__ RATE

f MCi-Conc6ra._i:Lf:“. 2772'  1:fjﬁ”'f*iiSS)'__;jjggf ; :27%.h;i-;

" 'f_MCI-Wa1PDle_iiii_  _  . 7  f“  f” ; T€ r: 1);}-;5  iffa?57%ii;fft:-”

”fMCI Norfolk- V ]f j_fg.59-:. fﬂf_5]'7'ﬂ(112)3ff'f;fj” ?[f7l5% j” ;f:»7”"””

,_T.MCI Fram;ngham 'y;“_:i 9 '“L;:”;  f:( f2)f';¥ 3  ;f   ?33%;* 3 3i

MCI~ Forestry : :_f': 283?g"{ _ -'. 1:1;?6):.f_. _ﬁ}f.ﬂ ¥1l%  

”Pre%Re;gase'erterSf-126f={_ﬁgf¥:jj?f1*25)7; ;nf' fffff_lﬁg;tff

moran 506 o (100) T e




=20~

DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES BY SECURITY.
LEVEL OF INSTITUTION-OF RELEASE '

- An interesting pattern found in the 1974 releasee cohort
concerned the differential recidivism rate according to the
~ specific security level of the institution from which the
" individual was released. Generally, it was found that the
higher the security level of the institution from which the
individual was released, the higher was the rate of recidi-.
vism. Conversely, the lower the security level of the
institution of release, the lower the recidivism rate. This
- finding also documented in previous departmental recidivism

- studies, suggests a reintegrative quality in the movement .

. from maximum to medium to minimum security levels, as opposed
" to an abrupt release directly from a maximum security insti-
‘tution.  This reintegrative gquality translates into lower
rates of recidivism. L SR o S o

: - -However,; the selection process for moving individuals
from high to low security levels may have worked in such a

way that low recidivism risks are disproportionately chosen
for lower security levels. ' Therefore, a test controlling

for selective factors is necessary before we can conclusively.

" ‘state the relationship between security level of release and

recidivism rates. As was the c¢ase in analyzing the furlough
" data, the use of Base Expectancy Prediction Tables was chosen
as the device for holding selection factors constamt. Again
' the pattern was investigated by applying the Base Expectancy
- Pables to the male population only = since there are only
two releasing institutions for women - MCI-Framingham and

" Charlotte House Pre-Release Center - and the total women .

_'population_was too small: for differential statistical analysis.

e Analysis began by dividing the male releasee population
‘into the specific security level category of the releasing
- institution. Releases from MCI's Concord and Walpole were
' placed in the maximum security level category; releases from
‘MCI-Norfolk were placed in the medium security level cate-
" gory; and releases from Forestry Camps and the male section
of MCI-Framingham were placed in the minimum security cate-
- gory. QReleases from pre-release centers formed the final
~and lowest security level category. Both the actual and the
-expected recidivism rates were calculated for each category
- group and a chi square goodness of fit test was used to’
~compare the expected and actual recidivism rates. '




:AhélﬁSisfrevealed'thatitheftotal“méierréiéasee-pqpulation

" had an1éxpected*recidivism;raté of 24.6%. However, the actual -

'xrecidivism rate for the total male~population"was:20%;]vThiS'

 fjfdrop_ofﬂé;Evpercéntagelpoints_Wasfstatigtiqallyisigniﬁiggnt:j'
o When fhé'various:catégoriQS'of_securityflével;Of«felease- '
wer analyzed in terms of differences;betwéén~expected-and” :
faCtual'recidivism_ratesk-welfound that “for all categories the -

. actual ra;e-was-1ower.than'the'ekpeCtedqrate;_THoWever;gthe;-=

tdifferenceifound}withLtheﬁmaximumqand*mediumfsécurity,lévels_

*werefnot'statistically,significant;'fo~contrastfthe_reduction;“'

-in.recidivismffound;forfminimumfsecuripyfinstitutipns;ahd~for-
}pre-release-Qenters(were.statistically-significant;ngeﬁcone-

" an individual is released has a bearing on the -chances of .that

'individual-reCidivating.j-Individuals}réleased from minimum . -
_Hsecurity;institutionS*or_pre—releasefcenters'have.a signifi-

- cantly lower: probability of recidivating than do individuals

.freleased'from;maximumforgmediumfseCUrity;inStitutiOnsgjtIndie,_

lude from‘this-analysis'that;the sécurity-1evel;frqijhiCh;f[ﬁ'”'

- :viduals¢releaséd«fromimaximum'sedurityinstitutionsghavejthe3 :3:..ff
. ;highest‘probability_ggarecidivating;']Thisyfinding“ishin‘hi'=**"'”

. ‘direct. support of-prévious‘depaxtmentalﬁreciaiVism.studies.?ﬁn”
- All suggest a reintegrativegqualityfinftheimovementffrom*. '
,ﬁmaximum_to-medium'toiminimum_Segurityﬁlevels;”angPPOSed,toJ t;
;an'abrupt,release;directlyﬂfrom'aﬂmaximum=security:inStitu-ﬂj'
“tion. ‘As stated previously, the reintegrative quality . . R
- ‘translates into. lower rates of recidivism. Our analysis
“”indicates;that,thefreduction-in5reqidivismvwaslnotfdue'tc

"1“the types-of‘inmatesﬁwho;werejSélectedffcr?moVementfto'1ower

| security. levels but

: instead was due to the graduated release
. process. . I I U PR T i o

'_summarizgdqbelow_as'Table_IX;-vj,

The results of differential security-level analysis is
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PABLE IX

- DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES BY SECURITY LEVEL OF

INSTITUTION OF RELEASE FOR MALE POPULATION

PERCENT OF TOTAL -~ EXPECTED RE-

NUMBER OF _ TUAI . .. GOODNESS OF SIGNTFICANCE
* RELEASES - POPULATION - ' CIDIVISM RATE = CIDIVISM RATE DIFFERENCE FIT TEST LEVEL
- . w. L . . . : o Not mwmmen.
418 ( 50) S 27.9% 26% -1.9 X°=1,10 py.05 tically sige
o - S : , ” . nificant
Huo . 15) N_.... a_.NH.HwZ 19%: =21 xunc.Ma wvrom. not statis-
e o SRR o : tically sig-
-nificant
. : B S . 2 o mwmwwmnwanIH
Bl 20 10) . 22.18% 9% ~13.,5 X“=8.52 p{,01 ly signifi-
. sl R - S S .cant c
Y212 { 25) 21.1% 128 -9.1 x2=9.88 p(.01  statistical-
- . a . . o o ly signifi-
. - . : _ - eant oo
841 - (100) 24.6% 208 =4.6 %2=11.79 p(.001  Statistical-
: R L : L . o to . ly signifi-
cant = .

ACTUAL .RE~ .-
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Recidivism Rate:bynypéfof:Releaéé;gie,_;;f_

g “The.1974 releasee cohort was next analyzed in terms:
. of" dlfferentlal recidivism-rates. by ‘category of type of .
" release. ~The sample was. sub-divided into. the two cate=. o

-:f;gorles of release: (1)} parole, and’ (2) dlscharge._ From
Table  ‘x . below, it can be ‘seen that for all releasing

“'1nst1tutlons 1ndlv1duals who were released on parole. had -

A 51gn1f1cantly hlgher rates of recxdlv15m than 1nd1v1duals pfﬁ'*f

'V.who were. released on. dlscharge.

o ~One’ clear reason why it would be expected for 1nd1—'“f
* viduals rece1v1ng a dlscharge to have lower. rates of -

.+ recidivism is that such:dischargees- ‘would not be returned-?f5
" for parole violations. since ‘they are not on:parole. status.;'] 
- Dischargees may only be- returned for reason:of rece1v1ng St

. a new sentence on.a new offense.. Also, by V1rtue of belng't?fe'fff
-on ‘parole, parclees. are ‘under closer- supervision. so ‘that

T~c;imina;eviolationsia:e llkely to be more: readlly detected




. ) i . -24-
w : ] [ . a i 1 .Ws. .
!. ) ! ' . . .
. . i TABLE X |
. . . TYPE OF -RELEASE ’ . .
* T . ) o ) o
e e e MCT-MEN MOT-WOMEY PRE~- Cox5
A | SR R : ELEASE REIININS |
HCI WALPGLE {.MC1 NORFOLK | MCY CONCORD | FORESY'RY CAMES | FRAMINGHRM | FRAMINGHAM R= : i
ARLE- N % AR N % RR: IN % RRO|N % RR Noo% RN % RN & WO OE W
OF FELEASE . S | o N . S .
e 10 ('81) 26 |15 (89) 27 | oWk (87) 30 {'557(89) T 18 (95) 17| 30 (58) 23 | 220 (97) 33| 792 (87) 20
arge  26°(29) 8 | 15 (12) 27| 3B/ () 13| 7 (1) o 1 (5) of 26 (% 8 | 6 (3 ofwuy (13 n
. 136(100) 22 |13 (100 19 |282 (100) 27 | 62 (100} 7 19 (100) 16| $6 (100) 1 | 226 {100) 12 | 11 (100) 19
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. ) cF AT .
-.w...“.&uon. . .
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RN . . i
X ) | _ )
- \ . ’ : -., .
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';Received_aifﬁrlbﬁgh _.“ ‘f:ﬂf‘674_ __.€ (fj4) ; _:‘

. FURLOUGH PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

;Thosefindividualsfwho-hadﬂexper;eﬁced'one{or:mcre:1. -fﬁT

 '7ftr1oughs'priorato their release from prison had sig-.. .. - -
~nificantly lower rates of recidivism ‘than did individuals .
.who had not experienced a furloughﬁpridx to release. - -

fﬁwfof_fheﬁtqﬁa&[ﬁumberrof;indiﬁiddalsfreleaséd,frqm ” J 

7;prison;infthe”year:1974;5237;(26%)nhad:nét¢rECeived_an;L{Lr-"

- furlough whileﬂincarcerated;f;TheirtrecidiviSmfratefwasafx
30%. BquOntraSt,-theu674'(74%)Tindividua15fwho:did_ex-’

 perienceHajfurlough,before'release’had;ajreCidiVism'rate_a;*

'IOf-lS%..vThqsefindividﬁalsﬂeXPeriencing'a-furloﬁgh_prior'
to release had significant lower recidivism'rates than .

"~ individuals who had not. Furthermore, the difference
J,WasIstatistically_significantf-H?hesezxesults;are sum— e
.;ma:ized;in_Table.;ﬂL,.bele. .23* DAL e

' TABLE XI g

o . Recidivism Rate Broken Down . -
'_.-by-Participation in Furlough Program = = .

Vf_ T{7Nﬁmber_” :jPercen£'_ _[Reci&ivism_ﬁate if_z

 Did not receive a furlough - 237 ©  (26) 308

' TOTAL SAMPLE - . . 911 = (100) 19
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: The furlough data is interesting in that a larger
proportion of the releases in 1974 received furloughs
than was true in 1973 and the recidivism rate for indi-
viduals receiving a furlough in 1974 was even lower in
1974 than 1973. That is, 69% of the releasees in 1973
'received a furlough and had a recidivism rate of 17%;

. whereas 74% of the releasees in 1974 recelved a furlough '

. and had a reCLd1v1sm rate of 15%.

When: the furlough variable is 'broken down by the
specific institution of release, variation occurs in
differential recidivism rates. All individual insti-

- tutions with the exception of MCI-Norfolk, show higher .

recidivism rates for those individuals' not receiving

~a furlough. For MCI-Norfolk, individuals who had re-
ceived furloughs- had higher recidivism-rates than those -
“who did not. However, this relationship was found to

be not statistically significant. These results are
summarized below in Table XII: : - o

oy - In interpreting the results from the analysis of

‘the furlough participation variable, it is important to

. realize that the selection process for granting furloughs

to individuals may work in such a way.that low recidivism

-risks are dlsproportlonately chosen to receive furloughs
and high risks dlsproportlonately excluded.  In order to
ascertain the. validity of. the finding that having received
a furlough reduces the incidence of recidivistic behavior,
a test for possible selection biases is necessary. This
was accomplished through the use of Base Expectancy Pre~
diction Tables by which an expected recidivism rate is
calculated and then compared to the actual recidivism rate.
The Base Expectancy Table was constructed on the population

of inmates released from Massachusetts Correctional Insti-

L tutions in the year- 1971. f This population was chosen becauset'“'

it represents a. perlod in- time just prior to the lntroductlon

" of the furlough program (as. well as the introduction oI

- pre~release and other communlty correctional programs) in

~ -Massachusetts. Thus no one: in thlS total release populatlon
- had recelved a furlough B _
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Because the Department generally calculates Base

- 'Expectancy Tables Separately'for'maIES.and:females, and

" because the furlough effect on the male population was in
the opposite direction as the female population; we de-
cided to apply the Base Expectancy test to the males and
females separately. However, the very small size of the
female population (only 15 females did not receive a furl-
ough) made the validity of using Base Expectancy Tables
questionable.._Wa_therefore, decidedrto_test the selection

factor on the male populationjonly..--

: . Once cdnstructed;-Ehe°Base.Expectancy;Table was first
‘used to calculate the Expected Recidivism Rate of the Total

Male Releasee Population for the year 1974. 'Then.this'popu—-;. '

‘lation was divided into two portions: a group consisting
- of all the individuals who received one or more furloughs;

- and a group consisting of all individuals who did not receive
-a furlough. -Base-Expectancy-Rates.were,thenlcalculated'for
each of.these_sub-groups.-_These,calCulations'resulted in
the following Expected'Rates_of;RecidiVism:=9" B

.+ NUMBER OF °  EXPECTED RATE .~ - ACTUAL RATE
___GROUP - INDIVIDUALS  OF RECIDIVISM = OF-RECIDIVISM

I all males'releésed,_
in 1973 who didn't .~ . o0 T
receive a furlough = 2200~ 25.8% . . ~31%

" II All males released e
- in 1973 who did e ceLmT
receive a furlough 621 - - 24.0% o 163

IIT . Total Group.of.ali
 males released in - . T '
- 1973 - 841 . 24.6% - T 20%




o dJ_zg_l”'

_ ' several strlklng generallzatlons emerge from the above e

-f-flndlngs._ First, the. predlctlon device revealed that-a -

. .selection ‘bias: had not, in.fact, occurred. Ind1v1duals
-experiencing. a: furlough had an: expected rec1d1v1sm rate of

DA% 1nd1v;duals not receiving a furlough: had a rec1d1v1sm
rate of 25, gs, The: difference between these two flgures fj.'=
Tls not statlstlcally 51gn1flcant._ S T CRS

Secondly, 1t is noteworthy that the non—furlough group

"”_-had an actual recidivism rate that was higher than- its” ex—

‘pected recidivism rate. By contrast the furlough group
"‘had -an actual recidivism rate that was considerably below -

o its expected- recidivism rate. This, difference between thefhiff:f=

| :~expected recidivism rate of the: furlough group- (24%) and -

Sf‘the actual recidivism.rate for the furlough group (16%) 1s;f-3
"statlstlcally SLgnlflcant..e_u_. B i .

P .

o Thlrdly, 1t 1s extremely lmportant to’ note that the
results of the previous' year's releasee. populatlon showed

" that exact same trend with respected to differential re--~°f
x{:Cllelsm rates on the furlough part1c1patlon varlable.-

o We therefore conclude, as we. “have in prev1ou3;-
‘' studies, that participation in- the Furlough Program 1n--g
' Massachusetts significantly reduces the chances that an .

" individual will recidivate upon ‘his release from- ‘prison.

‘hOur analysis indicates- that the reduction in recidivism
: is due to the impact of the: Furlough Program and not to -
“the types of 1nmates who ‘were selected for furloughs..

We further ‘conclude that the reduction in- re01d1vism

- that has been recently occurring 'in Massachusetts, as .

‘documented earlier in this report, has been largely the’

. result of the introduction of the Furlough Program and

. other Community Based Correctional Programs introduced in -
- Massachusetts. These flndlngs are clear and statlstlcally-_'
.significant. . S . '




VARIABLES FOUND TO. DISTINGUISH BETWEEN B
RECIDIVISTS AND NON-RECIDIVISTS

- As the final section of this report, analysis turned
to 'a focus on the identification of specific personal back-
ground and criminal history variables that distinguished
between individuals who recidivated and those who did not.
All of the variables collected for the study were dichotomized
so as. to determine the best split for high and low recidivism
risk categories. Those variables in which the best split
was one;that-produced:a'statistically'significant'difference
' between high and low recidivism risk groups were selected.
. for the discussion that follows. T A o

- Eight categorieé_of variables were found to distinguish
between the incidence of recidivism and non-recidivism.: These
~categories - are summarized in the following outline: '

"fI. C. . Marital Stdtus‘

- II. Employment Historyz':f'i?
- III. ~ History of Known Drug Us

(1)  Number of Prior Court Appearances .. C
(2) ' Number of Prior Court Appearances for Property .
o _Offemses . . o L
- (3) - Number of Prior Court Appearances for Narcotic. -
. .Offenses T T S S
o A4) .Prior Incarceration as a Juvenile :
‘2 (8} ‘Prior Incarcerations in a County House of
~ . Correction - T e L ' _
~(6)  Prior Incarcerations. in an adult State or ..
- . Federal Institution ' : LU e o
(7). Prior Juvenile Paroles
(8) ~ Prior Adult Paroles

~IV. - Criminal Career Pattern

. V. -';_.Agelat Incarceration
. VI. . Type of Offense - :
VII.  Security Status of Institution of Release

'VIII. =~ Furlough History -
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Indlvlduals who were marrled at the time of lncarceratlon

 had’ 51gnlflcantly lower recidivism rates ‘when. released than f:~r?

t+hose not married. Whereas ‘those who were married at the

time of incarceration had a rec1d1v15m rate. of 13%, those not

-.ffmarrled had a rec1dLV1sm rate of 21%..a.*

Ind1v1duals who- had worked at- any one job seven. months

. or longer had dlsproportlonately lower rates. of re01d1v15m

. “than individuals who had not held a- Job. for more than 6 PN

- months. . Whereas those who - had- prev1ously ‘held .a Sjob- for ;rﬁ;:f
-7 months. or more had a. recidivism rate of 14%, those who
'Thad not.- done s0. had a reC1d1v1sm rate of 21%.- '

_ ‘The collectlve category crlmanal career. pattern revealed
a strong indicator of high and low recidivism risk. potentlal.
“Those individuals deeply embedded in a criminal career con- - -
sistently had the highest rates of recidivism. ' This was _"
measured by using the- elght sub-categorles of ‘variables as

indicators of -criminal career pattern: as listed in the out-. .

-line above. Individuals  who ‘had longer - crlmlnal records, . ..
neasured by ‘prior. court appearances, were found to be ‘higher -~
recidivism risks. . This was’ espec1ally significant in the .=
~case of- those individuals whose prior court appearances were . ..
- for property: offenses and/or narcotlc offenses. Individuals -

-+ who began their criminal career as a juvenile, measured by .

- the serving of a juvenile incarceration ‘and being’ followed
~on juvenile parole status,. were hlgher recidivism rlsks.=
TFlnally,_lnd1v1duals who “had previously served adult in-
carcerations in county houses. of correction- and/or in a

' state or federal facility. ‘and who had served on a prior. _
~.-adult parole status were hlgher recidivism risks. ‘A summary

© of the specific nature of these relatlonshlps is presented
Tbelow 1n Table XIII o _ o




1)

12)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

—SL

TABLE XIII

RECIDIVISM RISK POTENTIAL BY CRIMINAL CAREER PATTERN

_ L . LOW RISK . RECIDIVISM = - HIGH RISK
VARIABLE | . | CATEGORY * . RISK CATEGORY -

Z¢Eumw_om Prior Court wv@mmﬂunomw o .Hm_ow less 16% 13 or more

Number of MHHQH Court »@@mmﬁmsomm_. S 4 or less R Hum_ 5 or more

mon mmovmmﬁw OmmmSmmm . e o mwvmmﬂmsomm SR @__ __m@wmmwmanmm_

Number of Prior oocﬂw wﬁwmmnm:omm_._,_ zoam _ .uw . _Hmw“ .. . one or more
.mou zmﬂ00ﬂwn Offenses : K - SR - . _ o

mnpon Incarceration mm_m Juvenile . - . None . 15% . one or more

Prior Incarcerations in a oocnww .~ . . . None .~ 16% = . one or more

House of oouﬂmowwos

wwwon HunmﬁomHmWHObm in a mﬂmnm OHW_ o None _z;_ m )  _qu___ww_.o:m or more  _wNmm

federal Mumﬂwwcﬁpos_

Prior Juvenile Paroles = = = . N None = upmw_.m_.Nmoum_OH_aoum

. Prior wncwd.mmﬂowmm. | H..._.:_ﬁ‘_; - zonw_____ __m@pqw_:~_.,.onm or more. i 23% .

RECIDIVISM

RISK

‘appearances RS __appearances. .

 25%
26%
23%

28%

23%

L 208
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_ Collectlvely the above measures of crlmlnal career pattern
gﬁdellneate a-high risk recidivism: potentlal.- This' represents a,
finding consistent with- prevrous rec1d1vrsm studles conducted

.'5by the. department._j

a ‘The varlable age at tlme of 1ncarceratlon clearly p01nts L
to the fact that the younger offender is ' the - higher. recidivism.

,g:_rlsk Whereas the recidivism rate’ for individuals who were.
23 or older-at ‘the time of the present: 1ncarcerat10n was

. 12%; the recrd1v1sm rate for those who were ‘22 or younger was
26%. : ‘ : L : : s

- ‘The varlable type of- present offense,,when separated 1nto
;property and non-property categories,: also defines high-and .

- low recidivism risk" potentlals.- ‘Whereas* 1nd1v1duals ‘whose

present offense was & property offense had a recidivism. rate .
‘of 26%, individuals whose ‘present offense was. ‘a. non—property B
offense had a rec1d1v1sm rate of 17%.: SRR S : c

L As pornted out prev1ously, (see pages 20 22 of this: report)i;‘
securlty level of releasing institution -is strongly . correlated- '
with recidivism risk potentlal. Individuals released from '

{fvmlnlmum security institutions. and from pre-release centers L
“ ‘have the lowest risk potential (9% ‘and 12%- respectlvely), whereas__”my
individuals released directly from maximum securlty 1nst1tutrons R

l'have hlgh recrdlv1sm rlsk potentlals (26%}.._

o B Also as prevrously pornted out in thlS report (see pages
'25-28), participation in the. Furlough Program is a strong

. predictor of recidivism risk potential. ' It was found that

~ individuals who had experlenced at least one furlough had a
 recidivism rate of 15%, whereas those who had not experlenced
A furlough had a recidivism. rate of 30%... L : :




DISCUSSION = -

Analysis of the releasee population for the year 1974

has further substantiated a series of patterns uncovered

in previous' Departmental recidivism studies. The analysis -
of the releases in the 1973 for the first time provided
evidence that the Furlough Program was associated with a
reduction in recidivism rates. ' The present study further
substantiates that finding. Several previous research
studies have demonstrated that Pre-Release Centers are

- associated with a reduction in recidivism rates. The

" present study further substantiates those findings. Pre-
vious research studies by the Department have documented
' the fact that the gradual movement from maximum security
to medium and minimum security institutions prior to release
.is associated with reduced recidivism. Again, the present

study provides additional support to those findings.

Five years of recidivism research by the Department

' jof.Correction has collectively uncovered a series of patterns
- 'which we believe to have wide range theoretical:and policy

o implications. ~Underlying these patterns is a common theme,

‘one which deals with the specific process of reintegration

through a system of graduated release. This system of

- graduated release contains components such as the Furlough
Program, movement from maximum to medium to minimum security
~institutions, Pre-Release Centers, Work-Release Programs, and
"Bducation-Release Programs. The furlough program is important.

in that it may begin early in the period of incarceration and

‘continues until release. It serves to maintain and strengthen
- 'societal links that existed before incarceration and provides
* an opportunity to establish new ties. Participation 'in

pre-release centers during the final period of incarceration,.
especially when preceded by the broader process of movement
from maximum to medium to minimum institutional security

-~ levels, functions as a process of gradually reintroducing the
-offender to the relative freedom in the community that he will
‘experience at the time of final release. The work and education
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f;:f,release programs w1dely utlllzed by pre-release centers, and-'
. to a lesser extent in the medium and. minimum security - level
institutions, play: an 1mportant role in the relntegratlve
;ﬁ*process.; Education-release . programs - allow inmates to attend“
..classes in-a normal 'societal setting to.increase. their
:"-educatlonal assets, work-release programs allow inmates to
earn wages -and -gain- Jjob experience in the normal soc1etal ,
" setting-and have the additional. .benefits of- establishing the
. normal societal pattern of paying taxes and retirement fees,
. ‘paying room and board expenses, and- prov1d1ng opportunltles
-to budget and save wages.; ; _ o :

These programs prov1de a break from the tradltlonal

- mode of. 1ncarceratlon._ As. stated in a. prevmous re01dLV1sm ﬂf
jstudy. : o : C . s T

_ "fraditionally, we take an offender out of our
t5001ety and place him in another social system - the
. prison =-.that in no way. constructlvely resembles the
- .society- to which ‘he will ‘eventually return.: Famlly
‘ties, heterosexual relationships, economic ‘roles, and
. political participation is served. In. short, the’
- individual enters the prlson soc1ety and gradually loses
touch with some of the most basic aspects of normal so- -
. - cietal life. - In prison, one is no longer expected tO'.
. pay rent, to shop for and buy food; to pay taxes or
,,-4contr1bute to a pension fund. - One no longer has to budget
. a week's wage for there are no bills to pay.. : Medlcal
'&_bllls, utility bills, all blllS in fact are:'paid by
- the taxpayers in the outside soc1ety.f It is no: wonder
.~ then, that after a period of incarceration a tremendous '
. hock is faced upon societal re-entry..a" Lo s

" The major findings of the preSent study and other research

.l'conducted by the Department of Correction. over the past five
o years has consistently demonstrated the effectiveness of the
,grelntegratlve programs. and the general process of graduated

release. Combined with the effects of the modification of the

;j_parole revocation process mandated by the Morrissey Vs Brewer
~tdec1510n, the relntegratlve programs have brought about a
- consistent reduction in the recidivism rates of releases from -
. the Department of Correction. It is therefore believed that
:';ev1dence supports the policy of continued and expanded reln—
:-gtegratlve and graduated release programs. : :
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'VARTABLES

COMMITMENT VARTABLES

1. Imstitution of Original Commitﬁent
2. Number of Jail Credits

3. Age'at Commitment

4, Present Offense (most serious charge)
'57 Number of Charges Involved in Present Offense '

6. Type of Sentence

7. Minimum Sentence

8. Maximum Sentence

PERSONAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS VARIABLES

1. Race

';2.‘-Marita1 Statusl

1'3._'Miiitary Service

4{';Last Clv111an Address

'5;'iEmergency Addressee

o 6;_o0ccupatlona1 Field

7. _Length of Employment at Most Skllled P031t10n
: S,I-Longest Time Employed at. Any One Job

._9;' Type of Educatlon

L 10;;-Last Grade Completed_

-a11;. History of Drongee-.ﬁ




-'2¢jﬁAge at Flrst Drunk Arrest e,' e-  :H  ;.

14,

CRIMINAL HISTORY VARIABLES

'ﬁiﬁff

10.
oA
12, Number

“13;:

f;”;16;

17.

18.

':Humber
;eNumSer
__gﬁ#mbéf
 Number
5 Ngmber
 Nugber

- Number

-Numberﬂ

Numberx

'Number'
JNumberi
' Number

Age at R

v :Totaerumber of
qu.Coﬁrt

of Court

of Court

_ofICoﬁrt'

-

of Court

of Court

-Age at First Arrest
-;Age at Flrst Drug Arrest
Appearances

Appeaf4n¢és

uAppearances

Appearanees

Appearances

Appearanees

-Court Appearances.”

for Person Offenses

for Property Offenses

“for Sex Offenses en?

fer}Narcotlc foensggf.__fz

fpr'Drunkennesseoffenseg_'?'"
'for-Escape;foenses'

.of Juvenlle Commltments_f[:ff ffe.fﬁ'

of House of Correctlon Commitments

of Prlor State or Federal Commltments‘u

f Adult

elease

of Juvenlle Paroles

Paroles;--lfe

of Juvenlle Parole Vlolatlons L

eof Adult Parole Vlolatlons




D. FURLOUGH VARIABLES -

1,

. 78.

9,

Total_Number'of Furlouéhs :.

Total Number of Successful Furlough.OutcomeSu_1 

"Total Ngmbér-df Late—Under'Furloﬁghs R o

Total Number of_Laté—Over_FurloﬁéhsT5 Lo

Total Number of Escape.Furlough Qutcomes

Total Number of Aﬁrest Furlough Outcémes

Speéific institﬁtion Granﬁiﬁngurldugh :

‘Months Served Before Receiving First Furlough.

Months Served Before First Furlough Escape 

- RECIDIVISM VARIABLES

1.
2.

3‘. 

Category of Return -

.ﬁew Arrests
Types:offPargle Vioiatiﬁn :
' Dispositicn.of-néw Arrests 
'.;Date-Returnedfﬁo Custody '

" Date ParoleIWa:raﬁt Issued .




_*Commlt‘ent Varlables-nt
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

f}]Most Serlous Charge w-Often -an 1nd1v1dual is commltted for a

.- number of" different offenses or charges. In thlS table only

. ‘the ‘offense which recelved the longest prlson sentence 1s‘“g,'
.presented. : N : o

Present Offense. Incidence of Varrbus Charges -. As opposed to

.~ "Table A2, this table presents data regarding all offenses or -

;}charges involved in an individual's, present commitment. =~ If
“ran individual is incarcerated for both: Armed Robbery and B&E, -
the ‘individual is included.in each category. - Thus -the inci=-

'-lgldence total is greater than the number of 1nd1v1duals_‘3- P

th&B-- Assault and Battery
'jD W. - Dangerous Weapon
dfem._- Female-f3
fous - female under
_;w/chlld u._—_w1th Chlld under
hﬂB&E —'Breaklng and Enterlng
d;cOm. & Notor.r- Common and Notorlous

. Malic. Inj. -~ Ma11c1ous Injury

. w/ND - Where Narcotlc Drug

'”cInauce Oth to Vlo. N D= Induce another to Vlolate'Narcotlc‘g'

Drug Laws

'ﬁn_'w/lnt. - with 1ntent __"”

' ngp. M V. U/I N. D._- Operating a Motor Vehlcle Under the Influence 1

_.of a Narcotlc Drug

-dControlled Substance - a Substance (drug) whose manufacturing,

~dispensing or posse551on 1s controlled
by . statute s _

VdClass A - Includes Her01n, Cocalne"
”3C1ass B - 1ncludes Methadone, Amphetamlnes_

‘ -.Class c - Includes Haluc1nogens"




Other - includes a variety of offenses such as: Nonsupport,
Polygamy, Gaming, Bribery, Contempt of Court, Abcrtlcn,
Illegitimacy, Prostitution, Disturbing the Peace, and Mctor '
vehicle Offenses other than Larceny of a Motor Vehicle.

- Number of Charges - The total number of charges ‘involved in
"~ the present commitment. For example, if an individual is

committed for Burglary, Arson and Assault, three charges are
reccrded. Charges should not be confused with courts. An o
individual may be ccmmltted on 16 counts for the s1ng1e charge - .

of Burglary. _ '

Type of Sentence.

‘Simple - one sentence is belng served

Concurrent - more than one. sentence is belng served (all served.
cotermlnous) o ' _

Aggregate - more than one sentence is being served but the
~ sentences are added together and not served .
_ cctermlncus) ' _ .

Forthw1th - a sentence Wthh supercedes an existing sentence

. From and After - a sentence which began after an 1nd1v1dual

had been released from an’ exxstlng sentence

- Mlnlmum Sentence

o No Mlnlmum - A sentence whlch has no minimum term specified.

' All Concord commitments ‘have no minimum sentence.
"~ -Most Framingham commltments haVe no mlnkmum
"sentence. - :

Perscnal Background Characterlstlcs Varlables
Mllltary;Serv1ce Dlscharge

"DISCH." - Discharge

.. -"GEN." - General

'=.“DISCH UNKNOWN" - Ind1v1duals who have served in the Armed
Forces but whose type of discharge is
'unknown to Correctional. authcrltles.
h:“Grade Equlv." —-Grade Equlvalency Dlploma_

;ur"Spec..Ed.“ ¥-Spec1al Educatlcn Classesj-

-9Inapp11cable" - Ind1v1duals whc were ‘never in Spec1al

 Bducation Classes or recelved a Grade
Equlvalency Dlploma.




"_fOCcupatlonal Fleld

'ngrofessronal* (e g., lawyers, doctors, englneers, clergy)

'Bus1ness/Manager1al - ownershlp of management of a busrness _
o valued at- $lO 000 or. more.;;;;ﬁ‘“___:;g_j“i'

‘JClerlcal/Sales - (e g.,‘sales managers, 11fe lnsurance sales,,gf}t:-'

bookkeeper, clerks)

..d-sSkllled Manual - (e ge s master tradesman, machlnlst, factory L
foreman) . : _ _ _ n
. qéﬁl“lelled Manual-;d(e g, aabréﬁzicé“ézéééééén automoblle- R

mechanlc, assembly 11ne)

;dUnskllled Manual - labor tasks requlrrng 11ttle tralnlng or - |

sklll, j

7[5erv1ce - (e g., bartender, walter, taxihdriver,rjanitor}ff3*-

V'L:Not Appllcable - An 1nd1v1dual who has never been arrested

- for- drunkenness.y;_ =

_;Not Appllcable - An lnd1V1dual who has never been.: arrested

for a: drug offense.;,r~

';VCrlmlnal Hlstory Varlables

‘Court Appearances-— A court:- appearance is an arrest whlch results
. in the individuals appearing in court. several times before a
- 'final -disposition is" reached. ~Thus- court. appearances ‘in this -
study does not indicate: the number of times an, individual has

~ been in a court but rather the number: of times an’ individual
_:has.gone +hrough- the" crlmlnal justrce process, from arrest ‘to-

_flnal dlSpOSltlon. PR, : : o : S

1',* These categorles ‘were derrved from a. code scheme developed by

Martln Hamburger, Teacher s College, Columbla Unlver51ty.




